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‐ Carbon	disclosure	project	(PBL,	2015)	 0.70	 1.30	
Cities	 	 	
‐ C40	cities	initiative	(PBL,	2015)	 0.40	 	
‐ Covenant	of	Mayors	(PBL,	2015)	 0.30	 	
Regions	









‐ Zero	Routine	Flaring	Project	(PBL,	2015)	 	 0.10	
Pollutants	
‐ Global	Methane	Initiative	(PBL,	2015)	 	 1.20	
‐ HFCs	phase‐out	(PBL,	2015)	 	 0.70	
Forests	





‐ International	aviation	(PBL,	2015)	 	 0.30	
‐ International	shipping	(PBL,	2015)	 	 0.20	
	
3.	 DISCUSSION	
Even	though	the	literature	on	ICIs	is	relatively	scant,	some	trends	are	beginning	to	
emerge.	They	highlight	the	need	to	improve	(i)	our	understanding	of	ICIs,	and	(ii)	
international	climate	change	governance	mechanisms.	
Great	expectations	are	being	placed	on	the	ability	of	ICIs	to	deliver	significant	
greenhouse‐gas	emission	reductions.6	Yet,	for	most	ICIs,	there	is	no	evidence	as	to	the	
level	of	greenhouse‐gas	emissions	reductions,	additional	or	otherwise,	that	the	
initiatives	may	be	able	to	deliver.	Section	2	in	this	paper	goes	some	way	into	
documenting	this	point.	Not	least,	the	literature	consistently	suggests	that,	to	deliver	
more	effectively,	ICIs	have	to	be	coordinated	and	should	meet	certain	‘minimum	
performance	standards’	(Hsu	et	al.,	2016).	
With	regard	to	the	UNFCCC,	most	authors	suggest	that	its	role	has	to	be	revised,	to	
accommodate	the	emergence	of	ICIs.	There	is	no	evidence	to	support	the	claim	that	the	
																																																													
6	Some	authors	even	claim	that	the	initiatives	can	contribute	to	more	effective	review	processes	under	the	
Paris	Agreement	(van	Asselt	2016).	
UNFCCC	may	be	able	to	effectively	promote	the	aforementioned	goals	(Victor,	2016).	
Arguably,	the	UNFCCC	and	its	subsidiary	bodies	are	ill‐equipped	to	serve	hundreds	of	
very	diverse	initiatives,	each	with	its	own	goals	and	governance	mechanisms.	Not	least,	
the	UNFCCC	has	no	legal	relationship	with	the	initiatives,	through	which	it	could	wield	
some	kind	of	influence	on	them.	What	is	more,	establishing	such	relationships	would	
most	likely	undermine	the	initiatives’	reason	d’être	–	flexibility	and	limited	oversight,	
among	others.	
Some	authors	argue	that	the	UNFCCC	should	promote	and	coordinate	the	development	
(and	implementation,	presumably)	of	minimum	performance	standards	for	ICIs	
(Hsu	et	al.,	2016).	It	is	equally	unlikely	that	the	UNFCCC	can	help	promote	‘minimum	
performance	standards’	with	non‐parties,	where	it	is	struggling	to	articulate	
monitoring,	reporting	and	verification	mechanisms	(a	sort	of	‘performance	standards’)	
for	its	own	parties.	
	
3.1	 Potential	elements	of	an	ICI	coordination	mechanism	
This	paper	claims	that	actors	other	than	the	UNFCCC	are	better	placed	to	coordinate	
ICIs,	and	help	develop	‘performance	standards’	for	them.	Having	the	initiatives	do	this	
by	themselves	would	be	one	option,	even	if	it	resulted	in	a	multi‐layered	approach,	
where	some	initiatives	live‐up	to	higher	standards	than	others.	Having	a	third	party	
play	that	role	would	be	a	second	option	(for	example,	the	United	Nations	Environment	
Programme	–	UNEP	–	,	which	manages	the	CIP	database	of	international	cooperative	
initiatives).	
The	UNEP	has	a	long	history	of	acting	as	neutral	broker	to	facilitate	agreement	among	
different	types	of	actors,	as	well	as	in	convening	expert	panels	and	consultative	groups.	
The	Global	Reporting	Initiative	is	a	20	year	old	testimony	to	the	former,	and	the	
Emissions	Gap	Report	represents	a	high‐profile	example	of	the	latter.	
The	UNEP’s	experience	and	expertise	could	be	brought	to	bear	for	the	coordination	of	
international	cooperative	initiative.	This	might	entail	a	mapping	of	current	initiatives,	
building	on	the	CIP	database,	to	identify	overlaps.	It	may	further	entail	the	definition	of	
operation‐	and	performance‐criteria,	to	promote	effective	and	efficient	delivery.7	
Arguably,	such	UNEP‐facilitated	framework	should	aim	at	raising	standards	and	reaping	
synergies,	rather	than	being	all‐encompassing,	in	the	sense	of	including	all	possible	
initiatives.	
	
3.2	 Possible	research	areas	for	the	short‐	and	mid‐terms	
This	paper	claims	that	ICIs	will	only	move	from	hype	to	success	if	they	can	demonstrate	
that	(i)	the	greenhouse‐gas	emission	reductions	attributable	to	them	are	additional	to	
those	associated	with	emission	reduction	efforts	conducted	under	the	aegis	of	the	
UNFCCC,	and	(ii)	their	actions	support	and	multiply	actions	by	the	UNFCCC.	
Beyond	the	governance	questions	outlined	in	section	3.1,	this	calls	for	monitoring,	
reporting	and	verification	procedures	that	are	not	only	workable	and	scientifically	
sound,	but	also	accepted	by	all	parties.	Specifically,	these	procedures	should	be	able	to	
identify	(and	prevent)	double‐counting	of	emissions,	not	only	between	ICIs	and	national	
emissions	reduction	commitments	under	the	UNFCCC,	but	also	between	different	ICIs	
with	overlapping	scope.	
Effectiveness	constitutes	a	second	key	issue	on	which	additional	research	is	needed:	
from	an	effectiveness	point	of	view,	decisions	concerning	the	allocation	of	resources	
should	in	principle	prioritise	the	initiatives	that	deliver	larger	emission	reductions.	Such	
normative	view	clashes	with	two	realities.	Firstly,	while	some	ICIs	deliver	greenhouse‐
gas	emission	reductions,	climate	change	mitigation	is	not	their	primary	purpose.	For	
these	initiatives,	emissions‐reduction	criteria	are	unlikely	to	drive	resource	allocation	
decisions.	Secondly,	public	relations,	rather	than	climate	change	mitigation,	is	arguably	
the	true	motivation	behind	several	initiatives	that	have	greenhouse‐gas	emission	
reductions	as	their	stated	goal	(this	is	notably	the	case	for	initiatives	that	lack	any	kind	
of	specific	targets).	For	these	initiatives,	effectiveness	considerations	are	secondary	to	
their	primary	public	relations	rationale.	
																																																													
7	The	latter	would	most	likely	touch	upon	the	types	and	frequency	of	reporting	that	are	relevant	to	each	
sector.	
The	literature	puts	forward	a	number	of	criteria	for	assessing	the	effectiveness	of	ICIs	–	
those	that	have	climate	change	mitigation	as	their	true	primary	goal.	The	proposals	by	
Harrison	et	al.	(2015)	are	among	the	most	comprehensive.	It	is	understood	that	
performance	with	regard	to	greenhouse‐gas	emission	reductions	would	add	to	these	
two	elements.	
Further	work	is	needed	to	capture	the	full	complexity	of	the	initiatives.	Specifically,	
effectiveness	criteria	need	to	reflect	issues	such	as	the	adequacy	of	the	initiatives’	stated	
goals	and	time	tables,	or	the	stringency	of	the	accountability	mechanism	considered.	
Time	frames	constitute	a	further	element	that	requires	research:	for	a	given	budget,	the	
pace	at	which	emissions	can	be	reduced	varies	across	gases,	sectors	and	world	regions	–	
a	consideration	that	effectiveness	criteria	should	reflect.	
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